MENTAL HEALTH

Editorial
It is a common habit for the press, and no doubt a very right and proper one, to tell public individuals and bodies (particularly the former) exactly what they should do, and more often exactly why they should not have done what they have done. They do not so often indulge in the luxury of administering encouragement and praise; and indeed the thoughtful reader is left with the feeling that public individuals and bodies (particular the former) must be the most inefficient or unlucky people alive.
It will therefore be a very pleasant change to all but the most rigid traditionalists, if we say that we feel the N.A.M.H. deserves our heartiest congratulations on its recent Annual Conference.
The experiment was there made for the first time of separating all delegates (after the inaugural session) into eight groups, some thirty to fifty strong, to discuss one of four topics which had been outlined by different speakers at the inaugural session; these topics were:
The Child with reference to the Family The Adolescent with reference to Education The Adult with reference to Industry The Aged and two groups thus were left to study each. At each group there was a leader, invited by the Association, who took the chair. There were also several members of the group who had been designated to be " active ", while the others were to be allowed to remain passive. This last suggestion did not work out in practice at all as it had been intended, for some delegates were apparently so shocked by their proposed activity that they did not arrive, and?more important?the great majority of the members of the groups were very easily and readily led to become anything but passive. There was, in fact, a very free and frank discussion of all the problems at issue, and the leaders' only task was to keep their groups within their terms of reference. These discussions were very different from previous conferences, when the conditions of an enormous public hall and a large audience have often effectually prevented constructive and even relevant suggestions, and have led to some frustration in those unable to take part. This year all had a chance to speak, and not once only, and all had a chance to put forward their ideas and criticize each other's; all, moreover, derived something good from meeting those from different surroundings; and even if (as was stated from the platform later) certain professions, such as the medical, came in for some rough handling, this will have done them nothing but good. As a result of two sessions held in this manner, constructive proposals were able to be collected by the group leaders, and these were reported back by them to the main body in the fourth and final session.
It is too early to assess the value of these recommendations, but it is already obvious that this change in the form of the Conference has been very stimulating to all who attended; and that there has been a great deal more information exchanged than in previous years, so that experimental work in one area has been described for the benefit of others. There may be?no doubt are?a few other changes to be made by next year, but we hope the new form of conference has come to stay. And, finally, lest our readers or contemporaries should be too shocked by our lapse into praise, we can reassure both by stepping back on to the familiar ground of infallibility, and remind them that such changes were recommended in this journal two years ago?February 1948 Editorial?and we believe by many of our readers some time before that. The Editor apologizes for the late appearance of this issue due to vicissitudes beyond his control.
